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The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must 
show every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the recited 
feature "wherein the at least one reflector has a circular shape" of claims 8, 14, 
16 and 18 must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new 
matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are 
required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. 
Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is 
being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not 
be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate 
figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the 
remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the 
brief description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional 
replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining 
figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must 
be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the 
next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

Claims 1, 2, 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Sekiguchi et al (US 2002/0145688) cited by Applicant. 

As to claims 1 and 9, note Fig. 10 which identically discloses the claimed 
portable electronic device comprising: at least one display unit, comprising: a 
substantially transparent display layer 15 having a front side for displaying 
information and a rear side; a color filter layer 28; a reflector 44; and a lighting 
system 31 for illuminating the substantially transparent display layer from the rear 
side, the lighting system configured to be switched on or off, wherein the display 
unit operates in an emissive mode when the lighting system is switched on, 
wherein the display unit operates in a reflective and/or transflective mode when 
the lighting system is switched off, and wherein the reflector is on a front side of 
the color filter layer facing a user, such that reflected light does not have to travel 
through the color filter layer (paragraphs 0183-0192). As to the lighting system, 
the On/Off of the lighting system with respect to the operation modes (emissive, 
reflective or transflective) of the display unit, and the portable electronic device 
(timepiece), see paragraphs 0088, 0002-0004 and 0229, respectively. Regarding 
claims 2 and 1 0, as apparent from Fig. 1 0, the front side of the color filter layer 
28 includes at least one reflector (reflecting portions 52 of the reflector 44) in the 
plane view. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sekiguchi et al (US 2002/0145688) in view of Okamoto et al 
(US 2001/0052948) both cited by Applicant. 

The only difference between the device of Sekiguchi et al and that of the instant 
claims is the area of the reflector with respect to the area of the color filter. 
However, Okamoto et al disclose that it was known to adjust the area of the 
reflector with respect to the area of the color filter (paragraph 0460). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to adjust the area 
of the reflector with respect to the area of the color filter of the device of 
Sekiguchi et al for adjusting the brightness of the monochrome display (reflective 
mode), as disclosed by Okamoto et al. Also, in the absence of unexpected 
results, it has been held that the change in size/proportion normally requires only 
ordinary skill in the art and hence is considered routine expedients. In Gardner v. 
TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 
469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984). See MPEP 2144. 

Claims 5, 6, 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sekiguchi et al (US 2002/0145688) in view of Okamoto et al 
(US 2001/0052948) both cited by Applicant. 

The only difference between the device cited in the above rejection of 
claims 3 and 4 and that of the instant claims is the location of the reflector with 
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respect to the color filter. In the absence of unexpected results, it has been held 
that the rearrangement of parts normally requires only ordinary skill in the art and 
hence is considered routine expedients. In re Japikse, 181 F.2d 1019, 86 USPQ 
70 (CCPA 1950). See MPEP 2144. Also, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to rearrange the location of the reflector with respect to 
the color filter in the device cited in the above rejection of claims 3 and 4 for 
obtaining a good viewing angle of the monochrome display (reflective mode). 

Claims 7, 8 and 13-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sekiguchi et al (US 2002/0145688) in view of Okamoto et al 
(US 2001/0052948) as applied to claims 3-6 above, and further in view of 
Funahata et al (US 2002/0191134). 

As to claims 7, 13, 15 and 17, the only difference between the device cited 
in the above rejection of claims 3-6 and that of the instant claims is the reflector 
having a rectangular shape. However, Funahata et al disclose in Fig. 13 that it 
was known to employ a reflector having a rectangular shape (paragraph 0203). 
Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art in view of 
Funahata et al to employ a reflector having a rectangular shape in the device 
cited in the above rejection of claims 3-6 for enhancing the display quality of the 
monochrome display (reflective mode). Also, in the absence of unexpected 
results, it has been held that the change in shape normally requires only ordinary 
skill in the art and hence is considered routine expedients. In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 
669, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966). See MPEP 2144. 
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Regarding claims 8, 14, 16 and 18, the only difference between the device 
cited in the above rejection of claims 3-6 and that of the instant claims is the 
reflector having a circular shape. In the absence of unexpected results, it has 
been held that the change in shape normally requires only ordinary skill in the art 
and hence is considered routine expedients. In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 669, 149 
USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966). See MPEP 2144. For a particular application (e.g. the 
dots in the timepiece), it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to employ a reflector having a circular shape in the device cited in the 
above rejection of claims 3-6 for enhancing the display quality of the 
monochrome display (reflective mode). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Tai 
Duong at telephone number (571 ) 272-2291 . 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



TVD 
03/08 



/Dung Nguyen/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2871 
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